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Mr. James A. Saric, Remedial Project Director 
U.S .  Environmental Protection Agency 
Region V - 5HR-12 
230 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Mr. Graham E. Mitchell, Project Manager 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
40 South Main Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402 

Dear Mr. Saric and Mr. Mitchell: 

3591 

TRANSMITTAL OF RESPONSES TO THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
(U.S. EPA) AND OHIO ENVIRON!qENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (OHIO EPA) COMMENTS ON THE 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVED PART 5 WORK PLAN, AND TRANSMITTAL OF REVISED SOIL VAPOR 
PROCEDURE AND REVISED PART 5 WORK PLAN 

References: 1. Letter, J. A. Saric to J. R. Craig, "Revised Part 5 Work 
P1 an and Transmittal of Revised Hydropunch Procedures," 
dated March 20, 1992 

2. Letter, G. E. Mitchell to J. R. Craig, "DOE'S Response to 
Comments for Conditionally Approved Part 5 Work Plan," dated 
February 20, 1992 

3. Letter DOE-816-92, J. R. Craig to J. A. Saric and G., E .  
Mitchell, "Response to U.S.  EPA and Ohio €PA Comments for 
the Conditionally Approved Part 5 Work Plan and Transmittal 
of Revised Hydropunch Procedures," dated February 4 ,  1992 

This letter transmits the Department of  Energy's (DOE) responses to the U.S. 
EPA and Ohio EPA comments (References 1 and 2) on the Conditionally Approved 
Work Plan for Part 5. 
Enclosures 1 and 2 to this letter. This letter also transmits the revised 
Part 5 Work Plan (Enclosure 3) and the revised Soil Vapor procedure 
(Enclosure 4). 

The responses to these comments are included in 

The dynamics o f  the situation to the South Plume area require further 
modification to the Work Plan. Since delays in obtaining access to the C S X  
property were jeopardizing the access agreements already obtained for other 



properties, DOE and the U.S.  EPA mutually decided to proceed in parallel with 
the two traverse 1 ines of hydropunching as originally planned rather than 
completing them in phases as proposed in Reference 3 .  
Plan (Enclosure 3 )  has been prepared which: 

A revised Part 5 Work 

- addresses deletion of the monitoring wells proposed for installation 
on Delta Steel property and provides an alternative arrangement for 
obtaining this information; 

adds a traverse line of hydropunching between the original lines of 
hydropunching and the well field to provide information in the event 
that the 20 ppb isopleth is north of the two lines of hydropunching; 

adds continuous core sampling for the purpose of determining the 
homogeneity of the aquifer; 

provides for gammi ray logging to be run in completed boreholes for 
the purpose of making stratigraphic correlations and calculating 
permeabilities of the aquifer; 

provides additional information for evaluating the vertical depth of 
the proposed extraction wells for Part 2 of the South Plume Removal 

- 

- 

- 

- 
Act i on ; 

- provides a schedule 

- explains that DOE w 
this time. 

If you or your staff have any 
or C. J. Ferrnaintt at (513) 7 

FN: Fermaintt 

for performing the work for Part 5; and 

11 not proceed with the soil vapor survey at 

questions, please contact me at (513) 738-6159 
8-6157. 

Si ncerel y, 

p&-- 
9- 

Jack R .  Craig 
Fernald Remedial Action 
Project Manager 

Enclosures: As Stated 
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c c  w/enc. : 

3. J. F i o r e ,  EM-42, TREV 
K. A. Hayes, EM-424, TREV 
L. Jenson, USEPA-V, AT-183 
B. Barwick,  USEPA-V, 5CS-TUB-3 
J. Kwasniewski, OEPA-Columbus 
P. H a r r i  s ,  OEPA-Dayton 
M.  P r o f f i t t ,  OEPA-Dayton 
T. Schneider,  OEPA-Dayton 
F. B e l l ,  ASTDR 
T. W .  Hahne, PRC 
L .  August, GeoTrans 
R .  L.  Glenn, Parsons 
D. J .  Carr ,  WEMCO 
L .  S. Farmer, WEMCO 
J. P. Hopper, WEMCO 
3. D. Wood, A S I / I T  
J .  E .  Razor, A S I / I T  
AR C o o r d i n a t o r ,  WEMCO 
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Act i on : A s  noted i n  the  response.  

RESPONSE TO U.S .  EPA COMMENTS ON THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’S 
::ONDITIONALLY APPROVED PART 5 WORK PLAN 

Comment 1: Oria ina i  Comment !: The response t o  U .  S .  E P A  Comment 1 s t a t e s  
t h a t  DOE b i i i 1  provide a Document Change Request ( D C R )  t o  address  
U.S. €?A’s comments. i n i s  response can only be evaluated a f t e r  
l J . S .  EPA review of t he  D C R .  

-. 

- Zesponse: rhe D C R  f o r  the s o i i  gas sampling procedure i s  provided as 
Enclosure 4 t o  t h e  t r ansmi t t a l  l e t t e r .  

Comment 2 :  Oria ina i  Comment 2 :  The response t o  U . S .  EPA Comment 2 s t a t e s  t h a t  
3 r i n s e  a n d  wipe decontamination procedure i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
adequately decontaminate the s o i l  gas probe. 
t h i s  procedure was n o t  presented t o  U . S .  E P A  f o r  review: thus,  
U . S .  EPA cannot comment on the  procedure.  U . S .  E P A  notes  t h a t  
proper  decontamination i s  necessary t o  prevent poss ib l e  f a l s e  
p o s i t i v e  r e s u l t s  when the  s o i l  gas survey i s  implemented. Because 
h i g h  p ressure  steam cleaning w i l l  v o l a t i l i z e  the  t a r g e t  organic  

. .  contaminants,  i t  i s  the  prefer red  method of  decontamination and 
should be used. 

The D C R  desc r ib ing  

Response: G O E  concurs w i t h  U . S .  E P A  comment a n d  wi l l  r e v i s e  the  S o i l  Vapor 
Sampling procedure t o  incorpora te  the  comment. 

Acti o n  : As noted i n  response.  

Comment 3:  Or ia ina l  Comment 3 :  Tne revised procedure f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  
groundwater samples w i t h  the  hydropunch sampler i s adequate;  
however! the procedure ind ica t e s  t h a t  groundwater sampies wi l l  be 
c o l l e c t e d  from o n i y  one depth-di’screte  zone per l o c a t i o n .  Th.is i s  
d i f f e r e n t  from the  o r i c j i n a i  sampling approach, under which 
mul t ip l e  dep th -d i sc re t e  zones were t o  be sampled a t  eacn l o c a t i o n .  
DOE should provide a d d i t i o n a l  information on t he  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  
changing the  sampling approach. 

?esponse: Enclosure 2 of the  F e b r u a r y  4: i 9 9 2  t r ansmi t t a l  l e t t e r  o f  DOE 
responses ‘io U . S .  EPA comments was the  Groundwater Sampi ing  
Procedures  f o r  Using Hydropunch II [Document Change Request (DCR)  
S A ,  da ted  1 / 3 1 / 9 2 ] .  . T h i s  snciosur-e was a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  
procedures t o  be followed when using the  Hydropunch I 1  f o r  t h e  

.Fe rna ld  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  program. ihe procedural document i s  not 
intended t o  provide sampling depths f o r  use w i t h  t he  
Yydropuncn i 1 .  ! ne  p ro jec t  s p e c i f i c  kiork p l a n  d i c t a t e s  the depths  
a t  brhich samples a r e  t o  be c o i l e c t e d .  The p r o j e c t  s p e c i f i c  work 
p l a n  s t z t e s  t h a t  the  Hydropunch I 1  PJill be used according t o  t h e  

- 

-, 
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.Znclosure 1 

3ESPONSE TO U . S .  EPA COMM.ENTS ON THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S 
CONDITIONALLY APPROVED PART 5 WORK PLAN 

procedures ou t l ined  i n  D C R  6 8 A .  

Action : The sec t ion  re ferenc i  ng sampi e depths  w i  1 1  be d e l e t e d .  from t h e  
Samplina Procedures f o r  Using Hydropunch 1 1 .  

Comment 4 :  O r i q i n a i  Comment 4: 9OE s t a t e s  t h a t  permanent m o n i t o r i n g  wel l s  on 
the  Delta S tee l  property a r e  needed t o  confirm t h a t  t h e  in te r im 
advanced wastewater t reatment  ( IAWWT) design i s  adequate .  DOE 
a l s o  s t a t e s  t h a t !  because i t  cannot ob ta in  access  t o  t h e  Del ta  
S tee l  property t o  i n s t a l l  these  w e l l s ,  t h e i r  usefu lness  i s  now 
ques t ionab le .  I t  does n o t  seem t h a t  by o m i t t i n g  t hese  wel l s  DOE 
has solved t h e  problem of obta in ing  d a t a  v i t a l  t o  the  successfu l  
design of the  removal ac t ion .  Although Del ta  S tee l  : / i l l  n o t  
provide access  t o  permanent w e i l s ?  DOE could o b t a i n  t h e  necessary 
d a t a  by c o l l e c t i n g  groundwater samples using the  hydropunch method 
o r  temporary we i l s .  

Response: Since Delta S tee l  has n o t  granted permission for DOE t o  i n s t a l l  
.moni t o r i n g  we1 1 s on i t s  p roper ty ,  a1 t e r n a t e  1 oca t ions  have been 
determined. The d a t a  t o  be co l l ec t ed  from these  wel l s  a r e  s t i l l  
considered necessary f o r  eva lua t ing  the  depth of the e x t r a c t i o n  
we l l s  and adequacy o f  the  IAWWT opera t ing  parameters ( r e s i n  
loading r a t e ,  r e s i n  replacement f requency,  e t c . ) .  The l o c a t i o n s  . 

of these  replacement m o n i t o r i n g  wel l s  a r e  presented i n  t he  rev ised  
Part 5 Work Plan (Enclosure 3 of t h i s  t r a n s m i t t a l  l e t t e r ) .  

Act i on : .4s noted i n  response.  

Comment 5 :  Or ia ina l  Comment 5 :  DOE s t a t e s  t h a t  the  recovery well f i e l d  has 
" n o w  been moved s ic jn i f ican t ly  f a r t h e r  n o r t h . .  . ' I  This new l o c a t i o n  
should be c i e a r i y  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  eva lua t ion .  

Response: ,The new loca t ion  of the well f i e l d  i s  the  one discussed previously 
w i t h  U . S .  EPA and agreed t o  i n  t he  E x p l a n a t i o n  o f  Sionificant 
D i f f e r e n c e s  Document ( E S C ) ,  w h i c h  has been i ssued .  The Sou th  
Plume Removal Act ion  Groundwater /.lode7 in? Repor t  ( D O E  Apri  1 1992)  
has  been prepared t o  aocument the  eva lua t ion  o f  t h e  new loca t ion  
f o r  t he  well f i e l d .  i n  the. o r i g i n a l  d r a f t  o f  the  Part 5 !Jork 
Plan,  t he  loca t ion  proposed for the  well f i e i d  was envis ioned t o  
be loca ted  j u s t  n o r t h  of t he  e x i s t i n g  bu i ld inas  a l o n g  Nelw Haven 
Road a n d  a t  t he  eas t e rn  end of t he  t r a v e r s e  l i n e s  of 
hydropunching. However! the loca t ion  of t he  well f i e l d  was moved 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  north of the  o r i g i n a l l y  proposed l o c a t i o n .  and t h e  
new loca t ion  a n d  the  reasons for the change a r e  presenred i n  t he  
ESD document. 
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Enclosure 1 
RESPONSE TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS ON THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVED PART 5 WORK PLAN 

Comment 6: 

Response: 

Action: 

A s  noted in response. 

Oriqinal Comment 6: The proposed modifications in this enclosure 
appear justified, however, the location of the well field should 
be clearly identified. 

See response to Comment 5 

A s  noted in response to Comment 5. 
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RESPONSE TO O H I O  E P A  COMMENTS O N  T H E  

CONDITIONALLY A P P R O V E D  PART 5 WORK P L A N  
U.S .  DEPARTMENT OF E N E R G Y ’ S  

- -. Comment 1:  Cr ia ina l  comment :: :?is t-?sponse ana 5gc t ions  19-22  o f  t h e  
Grounawater Report o n i  y a i  scuss how values  were cnanaed without 
providing a ju sx i f i cax ion  based o n  geological  a n a l y s i s .  

ResDonse: ’he s e i e c t i o n  c i  5 s i n g l e  r e t a r d a t i o n  f a c t o r  o f  1 2  f o r  t he  
S!JIFT I 1 1  So lu te  Transport  flodel i s  based on site-specific 
geochemical worK. moael i n g  work. a n d  bes t  p rofess iona l  Judgement. 

A n  in-depth d iscuss ion  o f  :.,ny 1 2  was s e l e c t e a  i s  presented i n  the  
DOE resDonse t o  Ohio E P A  comment 213 on t he  U . S .  D O E ’ S  South  Plume 
Removai A c t i o n  Grounawater Nodel ing ReDort.  whicn i s  being sen t  
unaer a s epa ra t e  t r ansmi t t a l  l e t t e r .  

Action: tlone reau i r e a .  . 

Comment 2 :  Enclosure 3 :  Ohio E P A  reques ts  a copy o f  procedures used f o r  
f u t u r e  pump t e s t s .  

Response: A pump t e s t  well plan f o r  the  South Plume area  has been prepared 
as Appendix A o f  the  South Plume Grounawater Recovery Sys tem 
Design I- loni toring ana Ei/a7uarion Program Plan (p rev ious ly  t i t l e d  
t h e  Part 2 O8M N a n u a l ) ,  and  was r e c e n t l y  t r ansmi t t ed  under 
sepa ra t e  cover  f o r  U . S .  E P A  and  Ohio E P A  review a n d  comment. A t  
t h i s  t ime,  no f u t u r e  well t e s t s  have been scheduled. I n  t h e  event 
t h a t  o t h e r  t e s t s  a r e  requi red ,  i t  i s  envis ioned t h a t  a s i m i l a r  
t e s t  procedure would be used. 

Action: As noted i n  response.  

Comment 3: Enclosure 4 conta ins  s i g n i f i c a n t  changes t o  t he  prev ious ly  
conai t i o n a i  l y  approved :.iork p lan .  DOE needs t o  submit a rev ised  
:.rork pian d e t a i l i n g  the proposed changes i i s t e d  i n  Enclosure 4 .  
FOE must keep i n  m i n d ,  ‘xhile r ev i s ing  the  work p i a n .  t h a t  one o f  
t he  pr imary  ob jec t ives  o f  Part 5 was t o  de f ine  t h e  southern ex ten t  
of the  20 .q/L u r a n i u m  i sop ie th  ana eva lua te  how t h i s  
contamination m i g h t  be captured i n  i i a h t  of add i t iona l  
contaminants v i t h i n  the a q u i f e r .  

ResDonse: JOE has determinea t h a t .  due t o  t i n e  c o n s t r a i n t s  causea by 
schedul i n g  ae l  ays a s soc ia t ea  w i t h  access  t o  the  s tudy a r e a ,  both 
the  northern ana southern 1 ines  o f  hydropunching wi l l  be i n s t a l l e d  
concur ren t ly  ana n o t  i n  Dhases as presented i n  Enclosure 4 .  DOE 
;ii 1 1  perform the  nydropuncning c o n s i s t e n t  b r i t h  t h e  prev ious ly  
aooroved hyaroounchina worK o l a n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  because DOE now 
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Enclosure 2 

RESPONSE TO OHIO EPA COMMENTS ON THE 

CONDITIONALLY APPROVED PART 5 WORK PLAN 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY'S 

believes the 20 gg/L isopleth could be north o f  the trvo lines of 
nydropunching, a n  additional line of hydropunching has been added 
between the north row o f  hydropunching and the recovery well 
field. A revised Part 5 Work Plan is provided as Enclosure 3 to 
this transmittal letter to address this change ana the other 
changes previously discussed in Enclosure 4. DOE will evaluate 
the data collected from the hydropunching to determine the 
approximate location o f  the 20 wg/L isopleth. 

Act ion:  A s  noted in response. 


